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This paper aims to compare changes in the competitive position of China and ASEAN-4 
(Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand) as exporters of manufactured goods to 
the US market between 1994 and 2001. Both static and dynamic shift-share models are 
employed to the 2-digit ISIC 3 of manufacturing section to investigate the changing 
patterns of export share that result from the shift effect, consisting industry-mix, export 
growth and interdependence. Findings from shift-share analysis shows China gained 
most of the US market share for exporting not only labour-intensive goods but also 
capital-intensive products at the expense of ASEAN.  
 
The static analysis suggests that China and Indonesia had difficulties in their industrial 
structures whereas Singapore and Malaysia experienced structural advantages. 
However, the dynamic analysis result shows that in 2001 the difficulties faced by China 
and Indonesia had disappeared, which indicated such an improvement in export 
structures had been made while Singapore and Malaysia, on contrary, lost their 
structural advantages.  
 
With respect to competitive effect, both static and dynamic analyses reveal that China’s 
competitive advantage was extremely strong compared to ASEAN. Indonesia was the 
best performer amongst ASEAN, mainly corresponding to solid competitive advantage 
in exporting ISIC 32, which is relatively labour-intensive products to the US market. On 
the other hand, Singapore recorded the largest loss in the US market share, particularly 
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  ii1 Introduction 
The relationship between China and ASEAN in the context of foreign trade raises two 
contrary pictures. On the one hand, China is an important partner of ASEAN 
international trading. In November 2002, ASEAN and China agreed to set up a free 
trade area in 10 years in maximize the gain from trade among them
1. On the other hand, 
China is a serious competitor for ASEAN in exporting manufactured goods to the 
markets of the industrialized nations such as the US and Japan. Similarities in their 
exported goods are the main reason for the increasing degree of export competition 
among China and ASEAN. Based on an export similarity index analysis, Xu and Song 
(2001) revealed that between 1989-96 China competed more intensively with ASEAN 
than the other East Asian economies in the US market.   
 
Both ASEAN and China, before the East Asian Crisis of 1997, had enjoyed remarkable 
export performances. However, during the crisis and its aftermath, ASEAN exports 
slowed down dramatically whereas China has continued to be an important trading 
partner of the world’s economy. Recent data in 2003 suggests that China has already 
overtaken Japan position as the world’s third-largest trader [Kwan (2004)].  
 
 
The development has shown that China appears to be a new super power in the world’s 
economy and leaves the ASEAN economies behind including in export performance. To 
show how China’s Export competitiveness become superior to the ASEAN, this paper 
will analyse the level of competition among China and the four ASEAN members 
comprising Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand (ASEAN-4) as exporters of 
                                                 
1 ‘Trade Area Dispels Worries’, China Daily, 17 May 2002. 
  1manufactured products to the common market of the US from 1994 to 2001. Following 
shift-share techniques, firstly, we will investigate each county’s ability to gain market 
share to the third-market of the US. Then, the differences in gain will be examined 
through shift analysis and the sources of such differences will be isolated to three effects 
of industry structure effect (ISE), competitive effect (CE), and allocation effect (AE).  
 
2 Literature  Survey 
A shift share analysis is a well-regarded methodology in regional economy analysis, 
which has been used widely to compare the differences in growth and employment 
across regions. This method is also applied to international trade analysis, particularly to 
evaluate export market growth and export competitiveness. 
 
Some applications of shift share model to examine export market growth of specific 
ASEAN member were provided by Khalifah (1996) for Malaysia, and Peh and Wong 
(1999) for Singapore. 
 
Many studies have examined the export competitiveness between ASEAN and the other 
countries or region(s) using shift-share analysis. Initially, Herschede (1991) investigated 
competition among ASEAN, China and the East Asian NICs in the import market of 
Japan by using a conventional shift-share analysis and applied it to each category of the 
Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) between 1982-1987. An updated 
study of Herschede’s version was provided by Song (2004), who also expanded the 
analysis to the US market besides the Japanese market between 1987-2000. Later, Voon 
(1998) observed the export competitiveness of China and ASEAN in the US market 
  2from 1982 to 1994 by using a static shift-share model and exercised it to the aggregation 
of single digit SITC data, forming three groups of main products: primary commodities, 
labour-intensive goods and capital-intensive manufactures. A static shift-share analysis 
was also employed by Monetary Authority of Singapore (1998) to assess export 
competition among Asian NIEs for the period of 1991-1996.  
 
A dynamic shift-share model was introduced by Wilson and Mei (1999) to compare 
changes in the competitive positions of five ASEAN Economies exporting to the 
markets of the US and Japan between 1986 and 1995. Following this, Monetary 
Authority of Singapore (2002) used the dynamic version in assessing Singapore’s export 
competitiveness against of China, Hong Kong, Korea, Malaysia, and Taiwan over 1988-
2001.  
 
A static model has disadvantages compared to a dynamic one because during the 
examination period the static technique implies a constant industry-structure. Therefore 
it could fail to take account changes in industrial structure and it would result in 
structural biasness and consequently might mislead the analysis. The longer the period 
of static analysis the larger the structural biasness could occur. For instance, Song’s 
study (2004) would pose the biasness greater than Herschede’s study (1991) as the 
former takes 14 years while the latter only takes 6 years of the static periods of study. 
 
Another reason for considering dynamic shift-share technique in this study is due to the 
fact that during the period of study, most East Asian economies underwent a severe 
  3financial crisis, beginning in 1997, which affected the structure of their industries as 
well as the size of their total exports. 
 
3 Methodology   
3.1  The Shift-Share Techniques  
The basic model of the shift-share analysis used in this project is due to Esteban-
Marquillas (1972) but for practical purpose we choose a modified version. As it will be 
more convenient to analyse export competition in terms of nominal value rather than in 
growth rates as provided by the Esteban-Marquillas Model, the modification was made 
to express the four components of the shift-share analysis in their nominal values 
suggested by Herschede (1991).  
 
The objective of shift-share analysis is to compare individual country exports with 
exports of the reference economy, the combination of exports from all competing 
economies, that are ASEAN-4 and China to third-country market of the US. The shift-
share models identify four components of export competition: share, industry structure, 
competitive and allocation effect.  The share effect (SE) exhibits the change of 
competing country in exports if its export structure and growth rate are identical to that 
of the reference economy. The difference between actual change in export and share 
effect measures the export differential, which is associated to the net shift. A positive 
difference implies more exports of the competitor than that of the reference economy, 
and a negative difference denotes fewer exports. The sources of variation in export 
differential among competitors are attributed to three effects. 
 
  4First, the industry structure effect (ISE) looks at how much of the difference is due to a 
divergence in the industry structure between the competing country and the reference 
economy. If the competitor’s percentage of export in fast growing industry is higher 
than the reference economy or its percentage in slow growing industry is lower, the 
industry structure effect will be favourable, and vice versa for unfavourable industry 
structure. Second, the competitive effect (CE) shows the contribution of the differential 
growth rate between the competing country and the reference economy to the 
difference. A positive (negative) competitive effect represents that the competitor has 
competitive advantage (disadvantage). And finally, the allocation effect (AE) is the 
interaction of industry structure and competitiveness. When the competing country 
emphasises its export on those sectors in which it does relatively well (that are favorable 
industry structure effect and competitive advantage), or de-emphasises those sectors in 
which it does relatively poorly (that are structural and competitive disadvantages), the 
allocation effect will demonstrate a positive value. When the competing country 
specializes in those sectors in which it has a positive industry structure but has 
competitive disadvantage, or it has a negative industry structure with competitive 
advantage, the allocation effect will take on a negative value. 
 
The static version does not differ with the dynamic one in formulation but the former 
uses only two points i.e. initial and final point over a set of examination points whereas 




  53.2 Data  Description 
Unlike previous studies that used SITC data, we use the International Standard Industry 
Classification (ISIC) data of the double digit, revision 2, division 3 of manufacturing 
exports (31-39). By using ISIC data, the development of industrial sectors of a nation 
will be easily related with its export growth. The data set was constructed from the 
nominal value of manufactured export from each competing country to the US, 
extracted from the International Economic Databank, the Australian National 
University.  
 
The competing economy here is defined as China and ASEAN-4 economies. ASEAN-4 
consists of Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand. Besides ASEAN members, 
Singapore and Malaysia can also be categorized as the East Asian Newly Industrialised 
Economies.  
 
The year 1994 was chosen as the initial point as it marks the final point in Voon (1998), 
which allow us to compare the current study with the findings obtained by Voon (1998). 
The terminating point of 2001 was due to the most recently published data available.  
 
4 Findings 
The results of shift-share analysis will be discussed firstly from the static version then 
by the dynamic model. Each version will report the competitiveness findings of the 
competing economies in exporting manufactured goods to the third-markets of the US.  
 
 
  64.1  Results of static shift-share model 
Table 1 summarises the results of the shift-share analysis of the competing economy 
compared with the reference economy in the third-country market of the US. Column 2 
labeled as ‘Difference’ stands for net shifts, that is the difference between actual change 
in exports and the share effect. The difference happened because a competing 
economy’s exports had grown at different rate and represented different share of total 
exports as this category’s export did in the reference economy.  
 
Column 2 of Table 1 shows that China was the only economy that experienced positive 
total net shifts so that China not only performed better than all ASEAN economies but it 
also responsible for negative total net shifts of ASEAN. Indonesia was relatively at the 
little disadvantage compared with the other ASIAN countries. The worst performer 
among the competitors was Singapore. Compared with the results for the earlier period 
of 1990-94 [Voon (1998)], Malaysia that was previously able to perform better than the 
reference economy did worse at this time even can be categorized the country that 
suffered the most after Singapore. Meanwhile only Indonesia among the ASEAN 
performed much better than before.  





Allocation   Effect
China
31 Manuf Food, Bevgs Tobacco 206.45 -135.36 927.88 -586.07
32 Text, Wearing, Apprl, Leathr 1,878.86 1,195.59 415.64 267.62
33 Man Wood + Wood Products 1,224.62 -135.62 1,665.01 -304.77
34 Man Paper, Prods, Printing 91.90 11.40 75.46 5.04
35 Man of Chems + Products 2,022.86 1,434.28 294.00 294.58
36 Man Non-Metal Min Prods 350.87 241.39 55.91 53.57
37 Basic Metal Industries 341.52 113.73 148.83 78.96
38 Fab Met Prds, Mach + Eqp 10,079.77 -3,825.30 24,801.23 -10,896.17
39 Other Man Industries 2,004.41 941.91 533.73 528.77
Total 18,201.25 -157.98 28,917.70 -10,558.47
Indonesia
31 Manuf Food, Bevgs Tobacco -46.90 27.63 -45.54 -28.98
32 Text, Wearing, Apprl, Leathr 482.75 488.56 -2.53 -3.28
33 Man Wood + Wood Products 7.71 568.15 -117.14 -443.31
34 Man Paper, Prods, Printing 116.90 7.80 89.04 20.07
35 Man of Chems + Products 24.81 -56.96 101.75 -19.98
36 Man Non-Metal Min Prods -2.62 9.28 -10.06 -1.83
37 Basic Metal Industries -31.75 24.11 -35.92 -19.94
38 Fab Met Prds, Mach + Eqp -1,091.75 -1,070.71 -53.52 32.48
39 Other Man Industries -78.07 -109.18 71.81 -40.70
Total -618.91 -111.33 -2.11 -505.47
Malaysia
31 Manuf Food, Bevgs Tobacco -150.35 -34.78 -159.32 43.75
32 Text, Wearing, Apprl, Leathr -1,004.84 -610.84 -888.64 494.65
33 Man Wood + Wood Products -351.80 103.83 -368.29 -87.33
34 Man Paper, Prods, Printing -73.00 -77.22 17.97 -13.75
35 Man of Chems + Products -730.60 -543.72 -523.04 336.17
36 Man Non-Metal Min Prods -124.77 -87.10 -90.76 53.09
37 Basic Metal Industries -80.06 -43.49 -55.69 19.12
38 Fab Met Prds, Mach + Eqp -400.91 1,918.80 -1,689.65 -630.06
39 Other Man Industries -577.94 -420.45 -625.68 468.19
Total -3,494.26 205.04 -4,383.11 683.81
Singapore
31 Manuf Food, Bevgs Tobacco -199.43 -157.39 -302.49 260.45
32 Text, Wearing, Apprl, Leathr -1,504.40 -1,197.42 -1,258.19 951.21
33 Man Wood + Wood Products -695.51 -540.84 -1,072.43 917.76
34 Man Paper, Prods, Printing -101.73 93.07 -118.84 -75.96
35 Man of Chems + Products -944.99 -522.04 -738.84 315.90
36 Man Non-Metal Min Prods -214.20 -207.52 -194.19 187.50
37 Basic Metal Industries -194.31 -102.32 -208.86 116.87
38 Fab Met Prds, Mach + Eqp -6,833.85 3,787.51 -7,034.09 -3,587.27
39 Other Man Industries -937.03 -641.35 -1,413.70 1,118.02
Total -11,625.45 511.71 -12,341.64 204.49
Thailand
31 Manuf Food, Bevgs Tobacco 190.23 299.90 -24.69 -84.98
32 Text, Wearing, Apprl, Leathr 147.63 124.11 20.19 3.32
33 Man Wood + Wood Products -185.03 4.47 -186.73 -2.77
34 Man Paper, Prods, Printing -34.07 -35.06 1.98 -1.00
35 Man of Chems + Products -372.09 -311.56 -130.23 69.70
36 Man Non-Metal Min Prods -9.27 43.95 -37.25 -15.98
37 Basic Metal Industries -35.39 7.96 -39.72 -3.63
38 Fab Met Prds, Mach + Eqp -1,753.26 -810.30 -1,222.78 279.82
39 Other Man Industries -411.37 229.07 -402.17 -238.27
Total -2,462.63 -447.44 -2,021.40 6.21
Source: author's calculation based on data compiled from International Economic Data Bank, The Australian National University
Sources of Difference
ISIC 3 Category Difference
Table 1. Summary of static shift-share analysis to the US, 1994-2001
(In US$ millions)Along with the industry category, China was superior in all but one ISIC 3 category. 
Indonesia recorded four categories in positive net shifts and did better than China in 
manufactured exports of paper and paper products, printing and publishing (ISIC 34). 
Singapore and Malaysia experienced negative net shifts in all categories. Thailand was 
able to gain positive net shifts in two categories: manufacture of food, beverages and 
Tobacco (ISIC 31); and manufacture of textile, wearing, apparel and leather industries 
(ISIC 32). The large loss of two East Asian NIEs, Singapore and Malaysia, as a result of 
China export participation revealed that China had emerged as an important exporter of 
capital-intensive products to the US market at the expense of Malaysia and Singapore. 
This result is in contrast to the finding of Voon (1998) for the earlier period of 1990-94, 
who observed that China performed worse than Malaysia and Singapore in exporting 
less-labour intensive manufacturers. Moreover, our study suggests that China registered 
positive net shifts in exporting relatively capital-intensive manufactures such as ISIC 38 








China Indo Mal Sing Thai
ISIC 31 40.8             2.5           Slow 0.9             4.2             1.8             0.4             11.3          
ISIC 32 44.8             20.1          Slow 33.1           46.3           8.9             4.9             23.4          
ISIC 33 111.1           3.2           Fast 2.6             15.5           4.0             0.5             3.3            
ISIC 34 198.3           0.4           Fast 0.4             0.5             0.1             0.7             0.2            
ISIC 35 110.7           6.3           Fast 12.6           5.0             2.2             3.6             2.9            
ISIC 36 107.8           1.1           Fast 2.2             1.3             0.5             0.0             1.6            
ISIC 37 146.1           0.7           Fast 1.1             1.1             0.5             0.3             0.8            
ISIC 38 72.4             58.4          Fast 32.7           22.9           80.1           88.1           45.0          
ISIC 39 64.4             7.2           Slow 14.3           3.1             1.8             1.5             11.4          
ISIC 3 70.6             100.0        100.0         100.0         100.0         100.0         100.0        
70.2          51.7           46.4           87.4           93.2           53.8          
29.8          48.3           53.6           12.6           6.8             46.2          
Source: Static shift-share calculation
Table. 2 Industry Structure by ISIC 3 Category (in percentages)
Category
Reference Economy Share of 1994 Export from the Competing Economy  
Total Share for "Fast"
Total Share for "Slow"
 
  9Next, three sources of export differential among the competitors were investigated. The 
first source is industry structure effect which column 3 of Table 1 deals with. Our study 
suggests that China, Indonesia and Thailand had unfavourable industry structures while 
Malaysia and Singapore, on average, exhibited favourable composition or structure. 
Table 2 summarises the industry structure problem for China and ASEAN and shows 
why Malaysia and Singapore did better. “Fast” indicates references economy growth 
rates for each 2-digit ISIC 3 above the overall ISIC 3 growth rate, and “slow” indicates 
rates below the overall. As shown by Table 2, Malaysia and Singapore appeared to be 
dominated by relatively fast-growing industries, that are 87.4 per cent and 93.2 per cent 
respectively, and the percentages of exports in these industries were higher than those in 
the reference economy (70.2 per cent). However, the variability of structural 
advantages/disadvantages among the competing economies were relative marginal as no 
single country had either large positive or negative nominal value in the industry 
structure effect.  
 
The second source of export dissimilarities is addressed by competitive effect. The 
positive (negative) outcomes from the competitive effect will depend on whether the 
growth rates of industry in the competing economy are faster or slower than the 
corresponding rates in the reference economy. Column 4 of Table 1 exhibits that China 
enjoyed a very large competitive advantage whereas Singapore was at a huge 
competitive disadvantage. Indonesia was about the same level of competitive advantage 
with the reference economy by having a very small loss. The other ASEAN countries: 
Malaysia and Thailand were at large competitive disadvantages but less significant than 
Singapore’s disadvantage. These findings are quite different from the earlier results by 
  10Voon (1998), which showed that Chinese competitive advantage was smaller than 
Indonesia’s advantage and Malaysia enjoyed positive value in the competitive effect 
over the period 1990-1994.   
 
By industry category, there was less trade for ASEAN members in almost all categories 
due to ASEAN’s competitive disadvantage. Competitive disadvantage was particularly 
significant in the manufacture of fabricated metal products, machinery and equipment 
(ISIC 38). China at the other extreme demonstrated strong competitive advantage in all 
categories especially in ISIC 38 and ISIC 33. Table 3 shows how China grew faster than 
the reference economy over the examination period. On the other hand, all ASEAN 
countries grew slower than the reference economy. However, among them, Indonesia 
had the fastest growth rate while Singapore had the slowest growth rate.  
Category Ref. Ec. China Indonesia Malaysia Singapore Thailand
ISIC 31 40.8 217.5 -2.0 -10.5 -26.7 29.2
ISIC 32 44.8 54.8 44.5 8.5 9.2 46.0
ISIC 33 111.1 360.8 24.4 17.7 -77.4 42.3
ISIC 34 198.3 285.9 708.6 233.6 36.5 203.9
ISIC 35 110.7 133.5 149.6 42.3 43.7 85.9
ISIC 36 107.8 131.7 86.6 42.1 10.4 68.6
ISIC 37 146.1 247.6 25.3 81.9 -20.8 79.6
ISIC 38 72.4 278.8 70.2 48.7 3.8 47.4
ISIC 39 64.4 100.6 88.5 -7.3 -47.9 -2.6
ISIC 3 70.6 159.0 55.8 41.9 4.4 41.2
Source: Static shift-share calculation
Table. 3 Export growth by industry category, 1994-2001 (in percentage)
 
The final source of export differential is the allocation effect. China experienced 
significant allocation disadvantages because it paid less attention on sectors where it did 
relatively well. For instance, in industry category ISIC 38, China’s exports grew 
  11strongly by 278.8 per cent (see Table 3, column 3) but as the share of the corresponding 
sector was smaller than the reference economy (see Table 2, column 5) the allocation 
effect reduced China’s total exports by US$10,9 billion (see Table 1, column 5). 
Indonesia also de-emphasized incorrectly industry category ISIC 33 in which it had 
significant structural advantage (see Table 1, column 3). This misallocation cost 
Indonesia US$ 443 million in terms of reduction of the total exports (see Table 1, 
column 5). It was found that China and Singapore had correct de-emphasized most 
sectors they performed marginally so that they were at overall allocation advantages. 
For example, they stressed less on ISIC 32 (manufacture of textile, wearing, apparel and 
leather industries), in which it had neither structural nor competitive advantages (see 
Table 1, column 3 and 4). As a result they were able to reduce the loss from that sector 
(see Table 1, column 5). 
 
4.2  Results of dynamic shift-share model 
This study also aims to examine how the export differential among the competing 
economy evolved over time with a focus on the East Asian crisis period. Figure 1 shows 
that in 1995 China performed worse than Singapore and Malaysia. However, for the 
following years no single country was able to perform better than China except in 1999. 
At the end of study period, China alone gained market shares at the expense of all other 
competitors. Since 1997 Singapore was the worst performer amongst the competing 
economies after it enjoyed positive net shifts from 1995-1996. Examination at Post-
Crisis period suggested that Indonesia and Malaysia performed better than China in 
1999, mainly due to ISIC 32 for Indonesia and ISIC 38 for Malaysia. This result can be 
associated with the increasing of export competitiveness of both countries due to the 
  12large depreciation on their currency during the crisis. However, their advantages lasted 
very shortly as on the following years China performance had been strong compared to 
other competitors.  
Figure 1. Dynamic Export Differential of Manufacturing (ISIC 3) to the US: 1995-2001
 
By industry category, here, we only mention two categories that are ISIC 32 and 38. The 
two categories accounted for about 80 per cent in proportion to the total export of the 
reference economy and was the largest sector in all competing countries. More 
importantly, ISIC 32 represented more labour-intensive sector whereas ISIC 38 
characterized as more capital-intensive sector. Figure 1.a shows the intense competition 
was faced by China from Indonesia in exporting ISIC 32 products to the US. Indonesia 
was the best performer in 1995-1996 and in 1999-2000. Meanwhile China exported the 
























CHN -187.4 1012.6 3614.5 3092.2 628.3 2696.1 5433.3
IDN -430.4 351.1 -1152.2 -406.4 717.2 892.9 -137.8
MYS 707.2 -1603.0 -894.5 289.1 1009.2 -1522.5 -1142.7
SGP 777.3 505.3 -2071.4 -3059.2 -1847.9 -1632.9 -3548.3
THA -866.7 -266.0 503.6
1995 1996 1997
84.3 -506.8 -433.6 -604.6
1998 1999 2000 2001
  13differs from the static result, which suggests that China dominated the US Market in this 
category. Thailand also performed well by recording positive value in over 1995-1998 
but in 1999 onwards was in trouble. Malaysia and Singapore performed poorly at most 
of years. This result confirms the unsurprising fact that China and Indonesia had strong 
performance in exporting relatively labour-intensive goods to the US market. 





















CHN -52.2 69.9 727.7 14.2 -48.6 440.6 376.5
IDN 106.1 143.4 -459.7 5.0 395.1 456.0 -101.9
MYS 23.6 -26.8 -178.9 -25.5 -212.2 -451.9 -77.1
SGP -172.5 -202.1 -284.2 -104.5 -60.5 -436.4 -75.6
THA 95.0 15.6 195.1 110.9 -73.8 -8.4 -121.8
1 9 9 51 9 9 61 9 9 71 9 9 81 9 9 92 0 0 02 0 0 1
  Source: Dynamic Shift-Share Calculation 
 
For ISIC 38 exports, Figure 1.b shows that in 1995-1996 Singapore was the best 
performer but since 1997 it experienced negative net shifts mainly due to China’s 
penetration in the US market. Another East Asian newly industrialized economy, 
Malaysia, also performed less satisfactorily but was still able to experience positive net 
shifts in this category in 1995 and 1998-1999. This figure reflects how China had not 
just transformed being a capital-intensive exporter but also had handed over the large 
  14portion of of two NIE’s exports in the US market. Indonesia and Thailand in most years 
were at the marginal performance. However, over the last period, Indonesia was the 
only competitor able to enjoy positive net shifts together with China but not as strong. 























CHN -1113.1 530.1 1375.2 1851.5 640.7 1151.0 4708.3
IDN -474.8 95.2 -385.9 -395.0 -184.6 371.2 150.7
MYS 900.3 -1664.5 -124.7 650.8 1527.8 -644.5 -892.9
SGP 1369.0 1175.7 -1329.7 -2221.8 -1396.5 -465.6 -3636.6
THA -681.5 -136.4 465.0 114.5 -587.4 -412.1 -329.4
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Source: Dynamic Shift-Share Calculation 
 
As well as the static model, dynamic analysis was used to find the sources of export 
differential by firstly evaluating the industry structure effect. Figure 2 shows that 
significant variation in the industry structure effect occurred at the beginning and end of 
the study period while at other years the differential was not as substantial. In 1995, 
China, Indonesia and Thailand had structural disadvantages while Malaysia and 
Singapore enjoyed favourable industry structure. In 2001, China, Indonesia and 
Thailand, on the contrary, experienced structural advantages whereas Malaysia and 
Singapore lost their favourable structure. This result is in contrast with the static results 
  15that showed overall unfavourable industry structure in China and Indonesia. By using 
dynamic analysis we can see a new insight in the development of structural 
competitiveness amongst the competing economy. There was an indication that the 
structural advantage of Malaysia and Singapore tended to dissolve at the last period 
while the other competitors appeared to improve their industrial structure.  























CHN -644.8 -88.8 340.4 156.0 -147.6 -42.5 626.2
IDN -309.5 25.2 -22.2 -34.0 60.1 -27.1 201.1
MYS 359.4 19.0 -105.8 -21.0 101.3 93.1 -359.9
SGP 861.3 -31.3 -183.1 -42.3 16.3 128.3 -501.7
THA -266.3 75.8 -29.3 -58.7 -30.1 -151.7 34.3
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Source: Dynamic Shift-Share Calculation 
 
The second investigation is for the competitiveness effect. Figure 3 reveals that China’s 
competitive advantage was above other competitors in the US import market over time. 
China performed extremely strong in 1997-1998 and it peaked in 2001. Singapore, on 
the other hand, experienced competitive disadvantage in all years except in 2000. 
Indonesia had slightly better competitive advantage than the other ASEAN members 
even in 2000 it approached Chinese performance. Regardless the performance in 2000, 
  16Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand performed marginally. In brief, the result of dynamic 
analysis simply confirms the result of the static model. There was no significant change 
in competitive advantage due to the Asian financial crisis.  
























CHN 530.9 1,572.6 4,080.0 4,154.0 1,541.9 3,815.6 6,094.2
IDN -321.1 486.2 -1,094.8 -507.2 297.1 2,811.1 -265.5
MYS 352.1 -788.0 -1,236.6 168.9 251.3 -1,036.5 -1,029.9
SGP -813.6 -1,000.5 -1,522.9 -2,419.6 -1,790.2 285.6 -2,883.9
THA -659.4 -347.7 693.7 195.7 -589.2 -147.6 -634.7
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Source: Dynamic Shift-Share Calculation 
 
Finally, the allocation effect was examined where the sequential development of this 
effect is presented in Figure 4. China experienced unfavourable allocations over time 
and its disadvantage became worse rapidly from 1995 to 1998, had been slower in 1999 
but had deteriorated quickly after. Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore were at more 
favourable allocations compared to China. However, Malaysia performed the best 
amongst the competitors in allocating its export growth in line with its industrial 
structure. Singapore enjoyed the allocation advantage in the first two years of study 
period because of emphasising the sectors it had both competitive and structural 
  17advantages such as ISIC 38 and de-emphasising the sectors it had neither structural nor 
competitive advantages such as ISIC 32 category. However, since 1997 Singapore had 
lost its advantage. There is no clear trend for Indonesia in the allocation effect because 
this effect rose and fell randomly over the examination period. The contribution of 
allocation effect on Thailand’s export differential was almost neutral. In general, the 
dynamic analysis on allocation effect for individual countries gave the similar result as 
the static analysis.  























   
 
5 Conclusion 
Based on the results from static and dynamic analysis, shift-share analysis shows China 
gained most of the US market share for exporting not only labour-intensive goods but 
also capital-intensive products at the expense of ASEAN. These results support the 
CHN -73.5 -471.2 -805.9 -1,217.8 -766.0 -1,077.0 -1,287.0
IDN 200.3 -160.3 -35.2 134.8 360.0 -1,891.1 -73.4
MYS -4.3 -834.0 447.8 141.2 656.7 -579.1 247.1
SGP 729.6 1,537.0 -365.3 -597.3 -74.0 -2,046.8 -162.7
THA 59.0 5.9 -160.9 -52.6 112.5 -134.2 -4.2
1 9 9 51 9 9 61 9 9 71 9 9 81 9 9 92 0 0 02 0 0 1
Source: Dynamic Shift-Share Calculation 
  18proposition that China’s participation in the US import market has been superior 
compared with ASEAN.  
 
Static analysis suggests that China and Indonesia had difficulties in their industrial 
structures whereas Singapore and Malaysia experienced structural advantages. 
However, the dynamic result shows that in 2001 the difficulties faced by China and 
Indonesia had disappeared, which indicated such an improvement in export structures 
had been made while Singapore and Malaysia, on contrary, lost their structural 
advantages.  
 
With respect to competitive effect, both static and dynamic analyses reveal that China’s 
competitive advantage was extremely strong compared to ASEAN. Indonesia was the 
best performer amongst ASEAN, mainly corresponding to solid competitive advantage 
in exporting ISIC 32, which is relatively labour-intensive products to the US market. On 
the other hand, Singapore recorded the largest loss in the US market share, particularly 
from 1997 onwards.  
 
China’s solid export performance was not always followed by correct allocation. Even 
though China achieved remarkably rapid export growth, it experienced negative 
allocation effect in all years because its proportion on these sectors was smaller than 
those of the reference economy. This implies that structural adjustment lagged behind 
export growth. At the beginning of the period Singapore enjoyed a positive allocation 
effect due firstly to de-emphasising sectors where they had neither structural nor 
competitive advantages such as ISIC 32 category and secondly by focusing the sectors 
  19where it had both structural and competitive advantages such as ISIC 38 category. 
However at the rest period Singapore recorded a negative allocation effect as a result of 
disappearing competitive advantages in ISIC 38 category. This gives an early warning 
to capital-intensive exporters of the needs to review their industrial structures and make 
necessary adjustments to focus the sectors where they still have both structural and 
competitive advantages. 
 
The possibility of structural break due to the East Asian financial crisis was investigated 
by the dynamic analysis. The results show that in general there was no significant 
change in net shifts associated with the crisis period except in 1999 when Indonesia and 
Malaysia performed better than China.  
 
The limitations of the shift-share model need to be noted in drawing our conclusion. 
Shift-share analysis based only on export data in dollar terms so that algebraically it 
does not deal with causation relationship but simply decomposition of export data to 
find the performance dissimilarities among rival economies.  Therefore it will be unable 
to explain the actual sources of changes in structure and growth rates. 
 
Finally, due to the superiority of China as ASEAN competitor and being importantly as 
ASEAN trading partner future research may examine the export competitiveness of 




  20Appendix A    Shift-Share Specification 
This appendix shows the modified version of the Esteban-Marquillas shift-share model 
as build up in the Herschede’s study (1991). 
Let o=total, i=export category for ISIC 31-39, j=a competing economy (China, 
Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand), r=reference economy (the combined data of 
all competing economies). 
Eoj  : Total export in the initial year to the US from the competing economy 
Sij  : Export share of industry i in the initial year to the US from the competing 
economy  
Gij  : Growth rate of export to the US from industry i in the competing economy 
from 1994 to 2001 (for static analysis) and from t-1 to t (for dynamic analysis, t=1995,... 
2001) 
Sir  : Export share of industry i in the initial year to the US from the reference 
economy 
Gir  : growth rate of export to the US from industry i in the reference economy from 
1994 to 2001 (for static analysis) and from t-1 to t (for dynamic analysis, 
t=1995,…2001) 
 
Share Effect (SE) = Eoj.Sir.Gir 
Industry Structure Effect (ISE) = Eoj (Sij - Sir) Gir 
Competitive Effect (CE) = Eoj.Sir.(Gij - Gir) 
Allocation Effect (AE) = Eoj (Sij - Sir) (Gij - Gir) 
 
The following identities hold: 
AC = SE + ISE + CE + AE 
Let ED=AC-SE  
Then, ED = ISE + CE + AE 
AC= actual nominal change of export 
ED = export differential between actual change and share effect (net shifts) 
























































rts to the US (US$ billions)
acture of Food, Beverages and Tobacco (ISIC 31) Textile, Wearing Apparel and Leather Industries (ISIC 32)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
China
t Differential 52.3 2.5 -3.6 8.5 -101.9 102.2 129.5 -52.2 69.9 727.7 14.2 -48.6 440.6 376.5 Export Differential
y Structure Effect -9.5 -37.3 -29.8 4.1 -57.7 -15.1 22.8 81.2 71.6 179.7 131.8 103.0 344.5 -20.3 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect 167.9 81.8 49.5 8.8 -94.8 283.4 212.0 -81.2 -1.0 351.0 -79.3 -113.0 74.1 319.8 Competitive Effect
ion Effect -106.0 -42.0 -23.2 -4.4 50.5 -166.1 -105.3 -52.3 -0.6 197.0 -38.3 -38.5 22.1 77.0 Allocation Effect
esia Indonesia
t Differential 28.1 55.0 -12.0 -94.9 56.1 -3.5 -69.0 106.1 143.4 -459.7 5.0 395.1 456.0 -101.9 Export Differential
y Structure Effect 1.9 14.3 15.2 -1.8 10.5 3.2 -4.3 33.2 34.4 95.8 54.5 56.3 250.7 -17.9 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect 16.0 19.8 -12.1 -35.9 24.3 -3.4 -38.4 31.7 41.7 -217.5 -19.9 127.3 76.1 -33.2 Competitive Effect
ion Effect 10.2 20.9 -15.1 -57.2 21.2 -3.4 -26.3 41.2 67.3 -338.0 -29.6 211.5 129.2 -50.9 Allocation Effect
ia Malaysia
t Differential -4.7 -40.1 -35.6 22.6 -23.5 -61.0 -5.4 23.6 -26.8 -178.9 -25.5 -212.2 -451.9 -77.1 Export Differential
y Structure Effect -2.4 -14.4 -10.7 1.3 -13.2 -4.0 7.9 -41.5 -39.6 -85.6 -61.5 -63.1 -292.1 19.3 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect -3.1 -37.7 -36.2 32.3 -14.5 -88.5 -23.9 146.8 28.6 -185.1 72.5 -297.0 -378.0 -237.7 Competitive Effect
ion Effect 0.9 11.9 11.3 -11.0 4.2 31.5 10.7 -81.7 -15.8 91.9 -36.5 148.0 218.2 141.4 Allocation Effect
apore Singapore
t Differential -9.5 -74.6 -64.2 38.2 -73.3 -32.9 17.9 -172.5 -202.1 -284.2 -104.5 -60.5 -436.4 -75.6 Export Differential
y Structure Effect -11.1 -56.0 -50.1 5.4 -51.5 -11.5 18.8 -81.3 -80.6 -231.5 -159.4 -134.4 -442.1 27.8 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect 11.0 -135.2 -139.7 387.7 -132.2 -157.6 -8.8 -373.7 -576.2 -300.2 308.0 336.6 21.9 -369.9 Competitive Effect
ion Effect -9.5 116.7 125.6 -354.8 110.4 136.2 7.9 282.5 454.6 247.5 -253.1 -262.8 -16.2 266.5 Allocation Effect
nd Thailand
t Differential -66.2 57.2 115.3 25.6 142.6 -4.7 -73.0 95.0 15.6 195.1 110.9 -73.8 -8.4 -121.8 Export Differential
y Structure Effect 21.1 93.4 75.4 -8.9 111.9 27.4 -45.1 8.4 14.2 41.6 34.7 38.2 139.0 -8.8 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect -19.6 -8.1 9.0 7.9 6.9 -6.8 -5.8 74.4 1.0 111.8 54.7 -78.8 -103.4 -80.5 Competitive Effect
ion Effect -67.6 -28.0 30.8 26.5 23.8 -25.4 -22.1 12.2 0.3 41.7 21.5 -33.3 -43.9 -32.4 Allocation Effect
acture of Wood & Wood Products, including Furniture (ISIC 33) Manufacture of Paper and Paper Products, Printing & Publishing (ISIC 34)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
China
t Differential 73.7 -12.5 191.4 255.5 96.9 283.7 171.3 15.6 5.8 25.5 -7.3 -56.4 23.2 52.4 Export Differential
y Structure Effect -0.3 -4.4 -6.3 0.1 61.3 43.5 -0.4 1.5 2.5 1.7 9.6 2.2 -2.7 -4.3 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect 90.6 -8.6 222.6 255.2 31.0 208.1 140.9 13.3 2.7 20.0 -13.9 -56.8 31.9 66.7 Competitive Effect
ion Effect -16.6 0.6 -25.0 0.2 4.6 32.2 30.8 0.9 0.6 3.7 -2.9 -1.7 -6.0 -10.0 Allocation Effect
esia Indonesia
t Differential -53.7 53.0 -80.7 -110.5 258.7 -2.3 -24.2 6.2 15.1 -15.9 73.2 89.5 -49.3 4.4 Export Differential
y Structure Effect 1.3 48.3 37.5 44.9 136.8 109.3 -0.5 1.0 1.3 1.9 4.6 30.6 8.6 10.8 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect -11.5 1.0 -26.3 -32.7 30.8 -27.6 -7.6 4.3 8.5 -8.6 39.3 12.3 -10.1 -1.7 Competitive Effect
ion Effect -43.5 3.7 -91.9 -122.8 91.2 -84.0 -16.1 1.0 5.2 -9.2 29.3 46.6 -47.8 -4.7 Allocation Effect
ia Malaysia
t Differential -13.2 60.2 -33.2 -61.5 -41.8 -131.5 -101.5 -13.4 -2.7 -0.8 -20.9 -13.3 18.9 -33.3 Export Differential
y Structure Effect 0.2 6.2 12.3 15.5 33.9 2.1 0.1 -9.8 -6.2 -3.8 -14.3 -23.5 -4.4 -5.5 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect -10.9 47.1 -32.2 -55.5 -63.2 -131.4 -110.9 -15.0 20.6 12.1 -21.9 45.9 80.2 -55.3 Competitive Effect
ion Effect -2.6 6.9 -13.2 -21.6 -12.4 -2.2 9.4 11.5 -17.1 -9.2 15.3 -35.6 -56.9 27.5 Allocation Effect
apore Singapore
t Differential -11.6 -72.0 -51.1 -92.0 -246.0 -135.9 -8.4 -2.5 -10.7 -22.2 -31.1 -1.8 -1.5 -17.7 Export Differential
y Structure Effect -1.2 -53.5 -44.4 -57.7 -223.4 -141.8 0.8 11.9 4.6 2.1 4.7 0.7 0.6 2.0 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect -72.2 -152.7 -73.5 -384.5 -475.0 253.5 -290.5 -8.7 -10.7 -19.3 -31.3 -2.4 -2.0 -17.1 Competitive Effect
ion Effect 61.8 134.2 66.8 350.3 452.4 -247.6 281.3 -5.6 -4.6 -4.9 -4.5 0.0 -0.2 -2.6 Allocation Effect
nd Thailand
t Differential 4.8 -28.7 -26.4 8.6 -67.8 -14.0 -37.2 -6.0 -7.4 13.4 -13.9 -18.0 8.7 -5.8 Export Differential
y Structure Effect 0.0 3.4 0.9 -2.8 -8.5 -13.1 0.1 -4.5 -2.2 -1.9 -4.6 -9.9 -2.2 -2.9 Industry Structure Effect
etitive Effect 4.7 -28.3 -26.1 12.6 -63.7 -1.0 -43.3 -3.2 -10.4 38.5 -13.5 -14.9 23.3 -4.7 Competitive Effect
ion Effect 0.1 -3.8 -1.2 -1.2 4.4 0.2 6.0 1.6 5.2 -23.2 4.1 6.9 -12.4 1.8 Allocation Effect
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Manufacture of Chemicals and Chemical, Petroleum, Coal, Rubber Manufacture of Non-Metallic Mineral Products, except Products of 
& Plastic Products (ISIC 35) Petroleum & Coal (ISIC 36)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
China China
Export Differential 415.6 169.5 473.0 246.9 123.8 338.2 22.5 63.5 19.0 120.3 107.9 -76.2 25.1 52.1 Export Differential
Industry Structure Effect 314.5 4.5 414.3 -12.8 302.0 354.0 93.2 29.0 3.1 63.1 81.9 48.6 41.0 -1.3 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect 50.5 79.2 28.0 137.7 -97.3 -9.1 -42.9 17.6 7.6 27.5 13.1 -66.3 -9.8 35.1 Competitive Effect
Allocation Effect 50.6 85.7 30.7 121.9 -80.9 -6.7 -27.7 16.8 8.4 29.7 13.0 -58.4 -6.2 18.3 Allocation Effect
Indonesia Indonesia
Export Differential -26.6 23.1 -90.6 24.6 74.5 127.9 -74.6 7.5 1.5 -34.2 0.1 36.7 5.7 -12.0 Export Differential
Industry Structure Effect -12.5 -0.1 -11.0 0.3 -0.6 3.3 3.4 1.1 0.2 3.9 -0.4 0.4 3.5 -0.1 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect -17.5 27.9 -93.8 29.5 76.1 118.2 -66.6 5.4 0.9 -28.2 0.6 34.1 1.5 -9.4 Competitive Effect
Allocation Effect 3.4 -4.6 14.3 -5.3 -1.0 6.4 -11.5 1.0 0.4 -9.9 0.0 2.2 0.6 -2.5 Allocation Effect
Malaysia Malaysia
Export Differential -112.1 -6.3 -170.0 -58.3 -161.7 -82.6 -94.7 -12.9 -19.3 -26.9 -35.5 -35.5 5.3 10.5 Export Differential
Industry Structure Effect -119.2 -1.7 -125.4 4.1 -107.0 -159.0 -38.2 -10.5 -1.1 -22.0 -26.2 -17.5 -24.0 0.7 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect 19.9 -13.2 -116.5 -171.7 -184.0 321.9 -181.4 -5.8 -47.9 -16.5 -32.1 -74.5 188.7 34.7 Competitive Effect
Allocation Effect -12.8 8.6 71.9 109.3 129.4 -245.5 124.9 3.4 29.7 11.5 22.8 56.5 -159.5 -24.9 Allocation Effect
Singapore Singapore
Export Differential -180.5 -141.4 -127.8 -244.0 62.0 -347.4 144.0 -25.8 0.8 -45.4 -65.6 -36.5 -19.8 -8.9 Export Differential
Industry Structure Effect -114.5 -1.9 -199.0 5.4 -129.9 -115.1 -37.8 -25.0 -2.4 -49.0 -55.1 -30.4 -33.1 1.1 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect -115.3 -276.2 179.0 -521.4 515.7 -436.3 425.3 -24.2 110.1 84.2 -176.2 -192.2 988.2 -172.4 Competitive Effect
Allocation Effect 49.3 136.7 -107.7 272.1 -323.8 204.0 -243.5 23.3 -106.8 -80.6 165.7 186.1 -974.9 162.3 Allocation Effect
Thailand Thailand
Export Differential -96.4 -44.9 -84.7 30.8 -98.6 -36.1 2.8 -32.3 -2.0 -13.8 -6.9 111.5 -16.3 -41.7 Export Differential
Industry Structure Effect -68.3 -0.8 -78.8 2.9 -64.5 -83.1 -20.7 5.3 0.2 4.0 -0.2 -1.0 12.6 -0.4 Industry Structure Effect



















llocation Effect 32.4 51.1 8.8 -46.8 49.6 -75.6 -29.1 -11.3 -0.3 -2.9 0.1 -7.2 -11.7 -15.0 Allocation Effect
Basic Metal Industries (ISIC 37) Manufacture of Fabricated Metal Products, Machinery & Equipment (ISIC 38)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
China China
xport Differential 130.5 43.6 22.4 134.8 -28.7 54.0 -10.9 -1113.1 530.1 1375.2 1851.5 640.7 1151.0 4708.3 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect 45.1 31.0 17.4 116.1 -32.4 76.6 -79.4 -1195.8 -244.0 -505.2 -495.3 -686.0 -1216.6 657.9 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect 55.8 6.6 2.6 11.1 2.4 -14.5 47.4 147.5 1356.3 3148.4 3743.8 1953.6 3280.0 5330.0 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect 29.6 6.0 2.3 7.6 1.4 -8.1 21.1 -64.8 -582.2 -1268.0 -1397.0 -626.9 -912.3 -1279.5 Allocation Effect
ndonesia Indonesia
xport Differential -25.7 -21.1 1.1 110.1 -39.8 -3.1 -46.3 -474.8 95.2 -385.9 -395.0 -184.6 371.2 150.7 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect 9.6 -0.7 -2.1 -8.5 -10.2 13.9 -9.6 -334.7 -65.6 -143.4 -103.0 -156.5 -396.3 215.4 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect -22.7 -23.1 7.4 189.8 -11.3 -9.5 -26.5 -356.4 423.4 -597.5 -692.4 -81.0 2638.1 -149.5 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect -12.6 2.7 -4.2 -71.1 -18.3 -7.6 -10.3 216.3 -262.6 355.0 400.4 52.9 -1870.6 84.8 Allocation Effect
Malaysia Malaysia
xport Differential -23.1 7.2 -23.9 -90.2 25.9 -38.2 63.1 900.3 -1664.5 -124.7 650.8 1527.8 -644.5 -892.9 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect -17.2 -8.8 -2.5 -25.5 14.8 -35.7 39.5 599.8 121.0 193.0 196.5 316.7 743.1 -400.3 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect -8.9 27.4 -28.1 -97.4 30.1 -6.2 55.9 218.9 -1332.0 -247.1 341.7 895.0 -999.5 -357.0 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect 3.0 -11.4 6.7 32.6 -18.9 3.7 -32.3 81.6 -453.6 -70.6 112.6 316.1 -388.1 -135.7 Allocation Effect
ingapore Singapore
xport Differential -67.1 -15.0 13.7 -138.3 12.8 -79.0 63.9 1369.0 1175.7 -1329.7 -2221.8 -1396.5 -465.6 -3636.6 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect -40.5 -21.3 -11.8 -66.1 22.8 -51.3 65.1 1184.0 237.8 554.0 476.3 622.7 1097.1 -600.8 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect -60.2 21.6 80.9 -160.0 -35.3 -102.2 -6.1 122.6 638.5 -1252.7 -1793.8 -1336.3 -1051.9 -2051.5 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect 33.7 -15.2 -55.4 87.7 25.2 74.5 4.9 62.5 299.4 -631.0 -904.4 -682.9 -510.9 -984.3 Allocation Effect
Thailand Thailand
xport Differential -14.7 -14.7 -13.2 -16.4 29.8 66.3 -69.8 -681.5 -136.4 465.0 114.5 -587.4 -412.1 -329.4 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect 3.2 -0.1 -0.9 -16.0 5.0 -3.5 -15.7 -253.3 -49.3 -98.4 -74.5 -96.9 -227.3 127.8 Industry Structure Effect
Competitive Effect -16.4 -14.8 -14.2 -0.5 35.3 76.9 -40.4 -555.2 -113.5 727.1 228.5 -577.9 -226.3 -557.5 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect -1.5 0.2 1.9 0.2 -10.5 -7.1 -13.7 127.1 26.3 -163.7 -39.5 87.3 41.6 100.2 Allocation Effect
Other Manufacturing Industries (ISIC 39)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
China Indonesia
xport Differential 226.7 184.8 682.6 480.2 78.6 278.0 -68.4 2.4 -14.1 -74.4 -18.9 31.1 -9.7 35.2 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect 89.6 84.3 205.5 320.6 111.4 332.3 -41.9 -10.4 -6.9 -19.9 -24.6 -7.2 -23.5 3.9 Industry Structure Effect
ompetitive Effect 68.9 47.9 230.3 77.5 -16.8 -28.5 -14.8 29.5 -13.8 -118.2 14.5 84.6 27.8 67.3 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect 68.2 52.5 246.8 82.1 -16.0 -25.8 -11.7 -16.7 6.6 63.7 -8.8 -46.3 -14.0 -36.1 Allocation Effect
alaysia Singapore
xport Differential -37.4 89.3 -300.7 -92.5 -56.6 -136.9 -11.4 -122.2 -155.4 -160.5 -200.1 -108.0 -114.4 -26.9 Export Differential
ndustry Structure Effect -40.0 -36.5 -61.1 -111.0 -39.6 -132.8 16.7 -61.0 -57.9 -153.3 -195.7 -60.1 -174.6 21.3 Industry Structure Effect
ompetitive Effect 10.3 519.0 -587.0 100.9 -86.5 -23.8 -154.2 -292.8 -619.5 -81.7 -48.2 -469.3 771.8 -392.9 Competitive Effect
llocation Effect -7.7 -393.2 347.5 -82.4 69.5 19.7 126.1 231.5 522.1 74.5 43.8 421.4 -711.7 344.7 Allocation Effect
Thailand
xport Differential -69.5 -104.6 -147.1 -168.8 54.9 -17.0 71.4
ndustry Structure Effect 21.8 17.0 28.9 10.6 -4.4 -1.4 0.0
ompetitive Effect -57.3 -76.4 -122.9 -161.9 67.9 -15.8 71.3
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